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ATTORNEY disciplinary proceeding. Attorney publicly

repri manded.

11 PER CURI AM W review the findings of fact,
conclusions of law and recomendations of the referee, Curry
First, concluding that Attorney Steven D. Robinson engaged in
unprof essional conduct in the course of his practice of |aw
Referee First recomended a public reprimand and inposition of
the costs of this proceeding. Nei ther party has appealed from

the referee's report and reconmendation. W approve the
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findings, conclusions and recommendations as to the appropriate
di scipline for Attorney Robinson's m sconduct.

12 Attorney Robinson was admtted to the practice of |aw
in 1982. In 2004 Attorney Robinson was privately reprimnded
for failing to act with reasonable diligence and pronptness in
representing a client, and failing to keep a client reasonably
informed about the status of a matter and to pronptly conply
wi th reasonabl e requests for information.

13 On January 9, 2007, the Ofice of Lawer Regulation
(OLR) filed a disciplinary conplaint alleging two counts of
m sconduct . Count one alleged that by failing to advance
post conviction notions on behalf of his client, file an appeal
or close out the case with a no-nerit report or other form of
proper notice between March 2001, when he was initially
appoi nted, and Decenber 2005, when the State Public Defender
(SPD) renmoved himfrom the case, Attorney Robinson failed to act
with reasonable diligence and pronptness in representing a
client, in violation of former SCR 20:1.3.! Count two alleged

that by failing for over one year to initially contact the

! Effective July 1, 2007, substantial changes were nade to
the Wsconsin Suprene Court Rules of Professional Conduct for
Attorneys, SCR Chapter 20. See S. Q. Oder 04-07, 2007 W 4,
293 Ws. 2d xv, 726 NW2d &G.R-45 (eff. July 1, 2007); and
S. . O der 06- 04, 2007 W 48, 297 Ws. 2d xv, 730
NW2d &G.R-29 (eff. July 1, 2007). Because the conduct
underlying this case arose prior to July 1, 2007, unless
otherwise indicated, all references to the supreme court rules

wll be to those in effect prior to July 1, 2007.

Former SCR 20:1.3 states that "[a] lawer shall act wth
reasonabl e diligence and pronptness in representing a client."”
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client, failing thereafter to communicate regularly wth the
client concerning the status of his case, and failing to respond
to requests for information, Attorney Robinson failed to keep
the client reasonably informed about the status of a matter and
pronmptly conply wth reasonable requests for information, in
violation of SCR 20:1.4(a).?

14 Followng the appointnent of the referee, Attorney
Robi nson and the OLR entered into a stipulation of fact. The
referee accepted the stipulation. The referee found that in
March 2001 the SPD appointed Attorney Robinson to represent
client MC in postconviction proceedings. By January 2005,
nearly four vyears later, Attorney Robinson had undertaken
m ni mal services on behalf of his client. MC had witten the
SPD at |east eight tinmes between Septenber of 2001 and Novenber
2004 requesting assistance from the SPD due to Attorney
Robi nson's | ack of response. The SPD wote Attorney Robinson at
| east eight tines seeking a response from Attorney Robinson.
Al though Attorney Robinson eventually responded to «certain
inquiries from the SPD, Attorney Robinson failed to pursue
post convi cti on proceedings on his client's behal f.

15 After Attorney Robinson failed to respond to inquiries
fromthe SPD in Decenber 2004, the SPD filed a formal grievance
agai nst Attorney Robinson with the OLR In Decenber 2005 the
SPD infornmed the OLR, Attorney Robinson, and MC that it would

2 Former 20:1.4(a) states "[a] lawer shall keep a client
reasonably infornmed about the status of a matter and pronptly
conply with reasonabl e requests for information."
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appoi nt substitute counsel for MC In January 2006 Attorney
Robi nson acknow edged to the OLR staff that he had not regularly
communi cated with MC regarding the status of the case and had
not regularly responded to the SPD's inquiries regarding MC.'s
case.

6 Attorney Robinson did not contest the counts charged
in the OLR s disciplinary conplaint. Upon review of the
stipulation, the referee recomended the inposition of a public
reprimand for the violations of SCR 20:1.3 and 20:1.4(a). The
referee also recommended Attorney Robinson pay the costs of the
di sci plinary proceeding. The referee took note of the SPD s
statenent that indigent inprisoned clients, who are |east able
to obtain the respect of either society or the courts, should
not be the recipient of such inattention by their own advocates.
The referee concluded that the record failed to denonstrate any
mtigating circunstances.

17 We  adopt the referee's findings of fact and
conclusions of Ilaw and agree that a public reprimand is
appropriate discipline for the m sconduct commtted by Attorney
Robinson in this client matter. | t Is this court's
responsibility, rather than the referee's, to determne the

appropriate level of discipline. See In re Disciplinary

Proceedi ngs  Agai nst St ei nber g, 2007 W 113, 120, 304

Ws. 2d 577, 735 N W2d 527. This court considers the
seriousness of the m sconduct, the need to protect the public,
the courts, and the legal system from repetition of m sconduct,
the need to inpress upon the attorney the seriousness of the

4



No. 2007AP67-D

m sconduct, and the need to deter other attorneys from engagi ng
in simlar msconduct. See id. W are satisfied that a public
reprimand, together with the inposition of the costs of this

di sci plinary proceeding,?

achi eves | awer discipline objectives.

18 IT IS ORDERED that Attorney Steven D. Robinson is
publicly reprimnded for professional m sconduct.

E I T I'S FURTHER ORDERED that within 60 days of the date
of this order, Attorney Steven D. Robinson pay to the Ofice of
Lawyer Regul ation the costs of this proceeding, provided that if
such costs are not paid wthin the tine specified, and absent a
showing to this court of his inability to pay the costs within
that tinme, the license of Attorney Steven D. Robinson to
practice law in Wsconsin shall be suspended until further order

of this court.

10 ANN WALSH BRADLEY, J., did not participate.

3 On February 18, 2008, the OLR filed a statenent seeking
t he assessment of $1,336.12 in costs.
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